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(1890) 127 Ind. 1, 26 N". E. 555. Under the latter doctrine, the fact 
that the plaintiff has a personal defence against the physician cannot be 
relied upon by the defendant to reduce the damages. The plaintiff has, 
therefore, been allowed to recover in damages from the defendant the 
sum owed to the physician although the physician's claim was barred 
by the plaintiff's discharge in bankruptcy, Sibley v. Nason (1907) 196 
Mass. 125, 81 IT. E. 887; by the Statute of Limitations, see Mueller v. 
Kukn (1895) 59 HI. App. 353; or by his infancy. Forbes v. Loftin 
(1873) 50 Ala. 396. A similar doctrine has been applied to allow 
a recovery from a tort feasor for an amount which the plaintiff 
was under only a conscientious obligation to repay to friends who 
voluntarily paid the plaintiff's medical bills. Klein v. Thompson 
(1869) 19 Oh. St. 569; cf. 18 Columbia Law Eev. 598. This group of 
cases has been distinguished from cases where the services were ren- 
dered under a contract illegal and void by statute, San Antonio St. 
By. v. Muth (1894) 7 Tex. Civ. App. 443, 27 S. W. 752, but it would 
seem that if the true measure of damages is the reasonable value of 
medical services rendered, irrespective of payment or legal liability, 
damages should be recoverable in one case as well as in the other. It 
is probable that the plaintiff in the instant case could recover from the 
chiropractor the amount paid him. Cf. Michener v. Watts (1911) 176 
Ind. 376, 96 IT. E. 127; Keener, Quasi-Contracts, 273 et seq., but 
■whether or not the chiropractor is permitted to retain what he has 
received as compensation for his aid, the plaintiff should recover that 
sum from the defendant as being a consequent expense arising from the 
injuries wrongfully caused by him. The principal case, therefore, 
seems sound. 



Injunctions — Restraining Undesired Correspondence.— Plaintiff 
sought to restrain her former attorney from sending her letters con-, 
taining portions of the Bible. She alleged no money damage, but 
an aggravated nervous trouble. Held, no injunction should be granted, 
but it would be, if the defendant persisted in sending letters after 
objection had been made. William v. O'Shaughnessy (1918) 172 IT. 
Y. Supp. 574. 

Equity, according to the generally applied doctrine, will protect prop- 
erty rights only and not merely personal rights. Where equity has ex- 
tended its jurisdiction and granted relief in "new" cases the theory 
has often been that a property right was involved. Of. Woolsey v. 
Judd (N. Y. 1855) 4 Duer 379; International News Service v. Asso- 
ciated Press (1918) 248 U. S. 215, 39 Sup. Ct. 68; Edison v. Edison 
Polyform Mfg. Co. (1907) 73 N. J. Eq. 136, 67 Atl. 392. In the prin- 
cipal case no property right, but only the personal right not to be an- 
noyed, was involved. The right of privacy, which has been occasion- 
ally recognized, is a right "to be let alone" and doubtless refers only 
to being kept out of the public eye. See Pavesich v. New England Life 
Ins. Go. (1905) 122 Ga. 190, 50 S. E. 68. It would not, therefore, be 
involved in the prinncipal case, and, moreover, the right of privacy is 
not recognized in New York, except to a limited extent by statute. 
Boberson v. Bochester Folding Box Co. (1902) 171 1ST. Y. 538, 64 
N. E. 442. In Schultz v. Frankfort Marine etc. Ins. Go. (1913) 152 
Wis. 537, 139 IT. W. 386, the court, recognizing a novel situation, did 
allow a law recovery to a plaintiff against the defendant who procured 
detectives to shadow him, on the ground of "wordless defamation" ; 13 
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Columbia Law Rev. 336, but an injunction to prevent threatened shadow- 
ing in a similar case was denied in Ohappell v. Stewart (1896) 82 
Md. 323. Mere annoyance as such is not a nuisance and is not a 
ground for equitable relief. So, where an injunction was granted 
against annoying music in adjacent premises, it was on the ground 
that the plaintiff was injured in the enjoyment of his property. Mo-. 
Hon v. Mills (1897) 12 L. T. R. 246. If the acts of the defendant can 
be construed to be wilful or so plainly calculated to produce physical 
harm that an intent to do so will be imputed, then the plaintiff can 
recover for her injury in an action at law, Wilkinson v. Downton 
(3897) 2 Q. B. 57, and, if they should be continued after a judgment 
was obtained by the plaintiff at law, perhaps equity's aid could then 
be invoked to prevent a multiplicity of suits. However, it is submitted 
that if in the interest of free speech equity refrains from exercising 
jurisdiction to enjoin the publication of a threatened libel, Finnish 
Temperance Society etc. v. Raivaaja Public Co. (1914) 219 Mass. 28, 
106 W. E. 561, then, a similar result should be reached in the case of 
persistent undesired correspondence where the plaintiff's hurt is com- 
paratively less. 

International Law — Requisitioned Ship — Immunity from Process. — 
The British steamship Roseric collided with the libellant's barge in a 
New York harbor. The vessel, although still in charge of the owners' 
officers and crew, had been requisitioned by the British Admiralty and 
was under its control as a government transport. Held, all proceedings 
against the Roseric should be stayed while it continued in the govern- 
ment service. The Roseric (D. C. 1918) 254 Fed. 154. 

The general rule of international law is that foreign warships are 
exempt from local jurisdiction. 2 Moore, Digest § 254; The Schooner 
Exchange v. McFadden (1812) 11 U. S. 116; The Constitution (1879) 
4 P. D. 39. This rule has been extended to other public vessels, The 
Parlement Beige (1880) 5 P. D. 197, and to other property of a 
sovereign. Vavasseur v. Krupp (1878) 9 Ch. D. 351. The reason for 
the rule is that the public ship is an instrumentality of sovereignty 
and any interference with it impairs the dignity and independence of 
the foreign state. 2 Moore, op. cit. § 258. The same principle under- 
lies the immunity of the head of the state, Mighell v. Sultan of Johore 
(L. R. 1893) 1 Q. B. 149, his armed forces, Wheaton, International 
Law (5th Eng. ed.) 152, 155, and his diplomatic agents. Hall, Inter- 
national Law (5th ed.) 172. Two preliminary questions necessarily 
arise in determining the right to immunity in a particular case: 

(1) Is the party claiming it a sovereign state? This is wholly a 
political question dependent upon the doctrine of recognition and is 
settled by the statement of the local foreign office. See The Gagara 
(Ct. of App. 1919) Lloyd's List Feb. 17, 1919, p. 4; The Annette & The 
Dora (H. C. J. Adm. Div. 1919) Lloyd's List March 1, 1919, p. 11. 

(2) Is the vessel public in character? The declaration of the. sovereign 
or the commission of the ship are conclusive answers to this question, 
since any investigation by the court into the character of the vessel 
would involve per se a departure from the rule of exemption. Hall, 
op. cit. 162 ; see The Parlement Beige, supra, 219. Two tests of immu- 
nity have been applied : (1) public use, see Briggs v. The Light Boats 
(1865) 11 Allen 157; The Maipo (D. C. 1918) 252 Fed. 627; (2) pos- 
session, The Attualita (C. C. A. 1916) 238 Fed. 909; Johnson Lighter- 



